Union legal action at Berkeley and Davis has resulted in the recision of local policies restricting the time base ap- 
pointments of 3-year appointed Unit 18 lecturers. Acting under the guise of projected budgetary uncertainties, 
deans on both campuses had acted to place special restrictions on 3-year appointments effective July 1, 1993. Al- 
though normal departmental (contractual) procedures were followed to establish both meritorious performance and 
continuing academic need, campus managers subsequently intervened in the appointment process to require that 
all multi-year appointments be issued only at the minimum possible time base. Allegedly, these minimum appoint- 
ments would later be "supplemented" if the University budget allowed. 


Following precedents set in earlier unfair practice cases 


decided by the Public Employment Relations Board at Los 


Angeles and Santa Cruz, UC-AFT objected to the University's actions as a repudiation of the Unit 18 collective bar- 
gaining agreement's appointment provisions. Specifically, the Union asserted that the contract does not allow for 
new, extraneous factors to be introduced following the completion of the Article 7 review process. When campus ad- 
ministrators refused to follow the contract, charges were filed with PERB. 


Faced with a losing case, however, the UC agreed to a settlement of the matter the day before a scheduled PERB 
hearing. Offending policies were withdrawn and each affected faculty member on both campuses was promised fur- 


ther review and restoration to the appropriate time base. 


In the second case, however, Unit 17 and 18 members did not fare as well. UC successfully defended its actions in 
the implementation of VERIP II and III without negotiations with UC-AFT. A PERB hearing officer ruled that the 
Regents' actions were protected by contractual language which allowed the University to pass along retirement pro- 
gram changes to unit members without bargaining. Further, it was ruled that lectures who "volunteered" their ser- 
vices to complete the academic term following mandatory November 1 retirement under VERIP were not eligible for 
a back pay award. The service performed, the hearing officer ruled, was not coerced, and therefore no payment was 


required for this period of voluntarism. 


Tn other on-going PERB matters, UC ha’‘appealed the pr 
involving unilaterally imposed.manégement restrictions 
by the PERB Board. : 
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eviously reported Union win at Santa Barbara. The case— 
on merit awards for 3-year lecturers—will now be decided 


6 W, FILL IT OUT, AND GIVE IT TO YOUR CAMPUS “LOCAL CONTACT” PERSON, 


UC-AFT / S359MIMMLEMPLOYEE ORGANIZATION MEMBERSHIP 


PAYROLL DEDUCTION AUTHORIZATION ce BMELONEE'LD, 
UPAY 669A (12/92) 
LAST NAME, FIRST, MIDDLE INITIAL ACTION ON THIS FORM TO BECOME DATE 
EFFECIVE THE PAY PERIOD BEGINNING: | | 
DEPARTMENTJEMELOYED AT:U:C MONTHLY DEDUCTION ENROLL CANCEL CURRENT 
AMOUNT 
TITLE AT UC. DUES 
INITIATION FEES 
ORGANIZATION NAME {INCLUDE LOCAL NAME AND NUMBER) 
GENERAL ASSESSMENT 
| authorize The Regents of the University of California to withhold monthly or cease withholding from my earning as an employee, memership TOTAL 
dues, initiation fees and general-assessments as indicated above. 


| understand and agree to the arrangement whereby one total monthiy deduction will be made by the University based upon the current rate of dues, initiation fees and general assessments. | ALSO UNDERSTAND THAT CHANGES 
IN THE RATE OF DUES, INITIATION FEES AND GENERAL ASSESSMENTS MAY BE MADE AFTER NOTICE TO THAT EFFECT 1S GIVEN TO THE UNIVERSITY THE ORGANIZATION TO WHCIH SUCH AUTHORIZED DEDUC- 
TIONS ARE ASSIGNED AND i HEREBY EXPRESSLY AGREE THAT PURSUANT TO SUCH NOTICE THE UNIVERSITY MAY WITHHOLD FROM MY EARNINGS AMOUNTS EITHER GREATER THAN OA LESS THAN THOSE 
SHOWN ABOVE WITHOUT OBLIGATION TO INFORM ME BEFORE DOING SO OR TO SEEK ADDITIONAL AUTHORIZATION FROM ME FOR SUCH WITHHOLDING. 


SEE BELOW FOR CONTINUATION OF TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THIS AUTHORIZATION AND STATE PRIVACY NOTIFICATION. 


TaN EMPLOYEE 1.0. NO. DATE ELEMENT NOT” BAL AMOUNT EMPLOYEE SIGNATURE DATE 
1 2t4 i2| 13 18| 19 22| 23 | 24 30 MO DY YR 
x1 6 co . | | 


ETN: ACCOUNTING — 37 MONTHS AFTER INACTIVE 


TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF UC-AFT EMPLOYEE ORGANIZATION MEMBERSHIP PAYROLL DEDUCTION AUTHORIZATION FOR UNIT 18, CONTINUED: 

The University will emit the amount deducted to the official deelgnated by the organization. 

‘This authorization shall remain in affect until cancelled by me — allowing up to 30 daye time 10 change the payroll ecards In order to make effective 
this aeelgnment or eancelaton thereot — or untll anther employes oryedization becomes ry exciunive representative 

Ie understood that this autherlzetion shall become void In the event he employee organization's ellaibilty for payroll deduction tetminates tor 
any reason. 

Thia suthortzation will be reinstated 1} am re-hieed In thla Unit within 25 mont 
Provision applies only (a Unit 18 members oxciusivaly reprosented by the UC- 

‘This authorization does not include dues, loltation fees and general assessments to cover any tme prior ta the payrall pertad In which the initlat 


‘separation from thla Unit, unless { cancel it in weiting. This 


deduction Ie made. Payroll deductions, including those {egally required and those authorized by an employee are seaigned pricrities, in nt 
{there are insutficlent earnings to cover all required and authorized deductions, It/s understood that deductions will be taken Ia the ora 
by the University and no adjustment will be made in » subsequent pay period for membership dusa, initiation fea and general assess! 


STATE PRIVACY NOTIFICATION 
‘The State of California information Practices Act of 1977 (effective July 1, 1978) requires tha University to provide the following Information to 
Inglviduala who are asked to supply intarmat 
“The principal purpose af requesting the Infor 
auch as, but not limited to withholding of taxes 


tion on this form Is for payment cl earnings, and for mlecelleneoue payroll and personnel matters, 
jenefits, administration, and changes intitie and pay states. Univerlaty policy and State and Federal 
statutes authorize the maintenance of this In . 


ation. 
Furnishing all information requested on this form ie mandatory — fale to provide such Information wili delay or cy even prevent completion 
afte action jor ch ie forse beng ied out internation tumahed ths form may be used by various Onveriy dopants for payroll 
{and gersannel admlriatration, and wil be tranamifted to the Federal and State governments as Tequtred hy law. 
indvluie have the ight to ev thal own ecaraa a accorsance with Univeral personel potty and coltectivebarguningagrenmete nfor- 
mation on applicable policies and agreements can be obtained from Campus or Office of the President Stat end Academic Oticen. 


UC-AFT Sponsors Legislation 


University Council-AFT, with 
support from CFT lobbyists Judy 
Michaels and Delores Sanchez, 
plans to sponsor two bills in the 
1994 legislative session. 


The first is'a "fair share fee" law for 
the University of California, last 
sponsored by AFSCME in 1991, 
and authored by Senator David 
Roberti. A "fair share fee" is a fee 
deducted by the employer from the 
wages of an employee who does not 
join the union. These fees defray 
costs incurred by the union in 
representing employees who have 
chosen collective bargaining and 
voted to be represented by the 
union. The dues deduction 
provisions between the union and 
the employer are defined in law 
under the Higher Education 
Employer-Employee Act (HEERA). 
The "fair share fee" bill would add a 
section to the government code 
allowing for assessment. 


In September 1992, Governor 
Wilson vetoed the "fair share" bill, 
stating that he does not agree with 
existing laws giving some public 
sector employees the right to 
negotiate an agency shop, and 
"would support legislation for its 
repeal, rather than extend it to 
other agencies.” Nevertheless, such 
a provision would make a such a 
monumental difference in our 
capacity to effectively represent UC 
employees, that we believe we must 
continue to push for it until we 
have a governor who will sign it 
into law. It will be a critical issue 
for us to raise in this year's 
gubernatorial campaign. 


The second bill deals with dispute 
resolution and the establishment of 
a factfinding panel, to work in 


Continued on page 3 


Pay Increases 


Pay, Legal & Bargaining Issues 


ERSPECTIVE 


The temporary wage cut forced on lecturers, librarians and other employees 
last year is due to be rescinded on June 30. Despite continuing allegations 
of budget problems, the University's Labor Relations offices assure us they 
expect restoration of "normal" wage levels, as planned. 


The Regents have requested funds sufficient for a full-year range 
adjustment for 1994-95, but the Governor has requested only enough to fund 
range adjustments for a half-year, and given the State's financial problems, 


UC may be lucky to get even this much. 


Merit Pay 


A group of Senate faculty who 
contested the 1992-93 deferment of 
merit increases has won a court 
decision ordering a__ half-year 
payment by the University. As 
expected, UC will appeal the 
decision. Recently, we learned that 
a second lawsuit has been filed 
challenging the  merit-increase 
deferment on behalf of non-Senate 
academic employees. University 
Council-AFT will be watching 
developments closely. Perhaps 
because of these suits, UC has 
apparently already been 
considering some kind of lump sum 
payment (though not a base pay 
adjustment) to those whose merit 
increases were delayed in 1992-93. 
UC administration is also 
introducing changes in the 
Academic Personnel Manual _ to 
alter the provisions upon which the 
court's decision was based, so that 
in the future, UC will be legally free 
to defer merit increases whenever it 
chooses. 


Contracting Out 


Following the move by UC Davis 
last year to contract out the 
teaching of Subject A programs to a 
local community college, there 


appear to be plans for contracting 
out Subject A at both UC Riverside 
and UC San Diego. University 
Council-AFT is deeply concerned 
about this issue, since one of the 
usual consequences of such 
programs is the elimination of 
University employees who are 
covered by union contracts, and 
their replacement by lower paid, 
less-qualified workers not protected. 
by unions. 


Unfair Labor Practice re Last 
Year's Librarian Layoff Action 


The Unfair Labor Practice filed 
with the Public Employee Relations 
Board last spring which challenged 
the phony 5% layoff of librarians in 
Unit 17 is still being considered by 
PERB. UC-AFT charged that the 
layoff was simply an unfair tactic 
designed to place the union at a 
disadvantage in contract reopener 
negotiations, where the University 
was demanding a 5% pay reduction. 
The University Council-AFT also 
filed a grievance under the MOU, 
since the layoff was not imposed 
within the terms of the layoff 
provisions of the MOU. Arbitration 
hearings on the grievance are set 
for March 25. 


pC a A A 


From the President 
Between a Rock and a Hard Place 


In November, as President of UC-AFT, I participated in a conference on the Master 
Plan for Higher Education, held by the Assembly Committee on Higher Education. 
The Master Plan, as most of you know, is the blueprint for the state’s higher educa- 
tion system first developed in the early 1960's to assure that all eligible Californians 
be able to attain a quality higher education regardless of economic circumstances. 
The promise of the Plan, however, has been jeopardized by loss of funding due to the 
taxpayers’ revolt of the 1970's and the recent budget crisis. In 1993, in response to 
this crisis, the Assembly Committee, chaired by Marguerite Archie-Hudson, held 
several hearings and drafted a series of discussion papers and proposals to make the 
delivery of higher education more efficient while maintaining quality. 


One discussion paper focuses on “Faculty, Instruction and Research.” In it the Com- 
mittee notes: “The 60,000 faculty employed by California public colleges and uni- 
versities are at the core of both the educational enterprise and the postsecondary 
cost equation. Higher education is labor-intensive, with faculty compensation as the 
state’s largest expense. Can major efficiencies and cost savings be achieved by trim- 
ming and focusing the state’s faculty investment to best utilize California’s ex- 
traordinary human intellectual resource?” I’m pleased to report that in this paper 
the Committee acknowledges the work that lecturers do in the UC system: “In addi- 
tion to tenured and tenure-track (or ladder rank) faculty, UC employs lecturers (who 
work under contract) and graduate student instructors; together these non-ladder in- 
structors have almost total responsibility for lower division education at the larger 
campuses.” But in its proposals, the Committee seems to favor increasing ladder fa- 
culty workloads and improving their teaching, a move which might squeeze out lec- 
turers. 


In fact, a current University policy, brought to my attention by lecturers in Environ- 
mental Studies and Community Studies at UCSC, similarly threatens our jobs: be- 
cause lecturers are paid with soft money, the enrollments in courses taught by lec- 
turers do not count towards a department’s FTE (Full Time Enrollment) which is 
used to determine how many ladder faculty a department may hire. This means that 
while departments may value the contributions of lecturers and students may es- 
pecially appreciate the quality of instruction they receive in those courses, in the 
economy of the University where a department gets to hire more faculty depending 
upon the number of students they serve, courses taught by lecturers count for 
naught. 


We are indeed caught, between a rock and a hard place. We want to work with ladder 
faculty to improve the quality of instruction in all courses. We know that the neglect 
of lower-division education by ladder faculty is pernicious and that the false division 
of labor between research and teaching results in our not getting paid for the re- 
search all excellent teachers must inevitably do. These things we would like to 
change. But it sometimes looks as if the better the job we do, the more effective we 
are in developing links between lower-division courses and upper-division courses, 
and at securing equitable pay for our work, the greater the chance that those courses 
and our jobs will be taken over by ladder faculty because their popularity will then 
translate into a highly prized coin of the realm—more ladder faculty. 


One suggestion that has come up at UCSC is to get ladder faculty to speak out about 
our value to them and their programs. For instance, by hiring lecturers, ladder fa- 
culty do frequently get more time to do research, and lecturers who are excellent 
teachers attract students to enroll in certain majors. In addition, of course, lecturers 
are paid less than many ladder faculty. In short, ladder faculty need to convince ad- 
ministrators that lecturers are essential to the quality of their programs and that 
simply increasing ladder faculty is false economy. 


I suspect we are going to be facing these and similar challenges for quite a while on 
all campuses—at least as long as budgets are constrained—and we will have to steer 
around several rocks and ease by some hard places. When cost-effectiveness is the 
name of the game, lecturers’ low salaries may appear to be an advantage, but if we 
sell ourselves as cheap labor who simply prepare students for the “big boys,” we risk 
ghettoizing ourselves and become vulnerable to layoffs. 


Virginia Draper, Stevenson College, UC Santa Cruz 


UNIVERSITY COUNCIL-AFT 


PERSPECTIVE 


The PERSPECTIVE is published several 
times during the academic year for members 
of the University Counci]l-American Federa- 
tion of Teachers and other UC academic em- 
ployees. Vol. 7 (1992/93) comprised only 
two issues. Vol. 8 (1993/94) will have four. 


Perspective articles may be reproduced with- 
out permission, although credit is appreciated. 
Contributions of new and other items are en- 
couraged. Please direct correspondence to 

Bill Whitson, Editor, 

1824 Arch Street 
Berkeley, CA 94709 
aft@ violet.berkeley.edu 


The following resolution in support of workers at Fisher Scientific was passed at the last meeting of University 
Council-AFT in December. Copies have been sent to department chairs on various campuses urging them to seek 
alternative suppliers for laboratory equipment, instruments and glassware. 


WHEREAS, the employees of the University of California have suffered serious economic and other hardships from 


the rising costs of health care; and 


WHEREAS, Fisher Scientific, a leading distributor of medical equipment, instruments and laboratory supplies 
earns huge profits from the medical community, a factor that has contributed to health care costs rising at a rate 


significantly higher than the rate of inflation; and 


WHEREAS, Fisher Scientific offered their distribution plan employees in Springfield, New Jersey the ultimatum of 


accepting a 450% increase in the employee contribution to the health insurance premium, or going out on strike; 


and 


WHEREAS, after rejecting a lower-cost, alternative health insurance 
program presented by the International Brotherhood of Teamsters which 
would have saved the company $600,000 over 3 years, Fisher Scientific 
permanently replaced those 77 long-service, experienced workers; and 


WHEREAS, Fisher Scientific has hired inexperienced replacement workers, 
thereby lowering the standard of living for this section of the work force; the 
working people in this country must reject these anti-worker policies. 


NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the University Council of the 
American Federation of Teachers, representing academic employees at the 
University of California, hereby requests of its members and colleagues who 
buy medical and laboratory supplies to seek alternative sources to Fisher 
Scientific products wherever it is possible and in accordance with the law; 
and 


NOW THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the UC-AFT send a 
copy of this Resolution to Fisher Scientific informing them that their action 
of permanently replacing long-term employees violates acceptable labor 
relation standards, and that the UC-AFT will urge its members to give 
preference to alternative suppliers until the Springfield, N.J. Distribution. 
Plant workers are rehired and reinsured. 


Passed this the 4th day of December 1993. 


UC-AFT Sponsors 


Legislation 
Continued from page 1 


conjunction with the Public 
Employment Relations Board 
(PERB). Ten days after the panel 
determines the facts of a dispute 
and recommends settlement, PERB 
would submit a list of names of 
arbitrators to both parties. The bill 
requires both parties to select an 
arbitrator within five days. PERB 
selects the arbitrator if the union 
and employer fail to agree. The 
legislation provides for binding 
arbitration, enforceable by a court. 
Dispute resolution would be 
applicable to the University of 
California, Hastings College of 
Law, and to the California State. 
Universities. 


Karen Maxson, 
UC-AFT Legislative Representative 


News from the 
UC Student Association 


opposing the policy were Darby 
Morrisroe, the student regent, and 
Ward Connerly. 

At the January meeting of the 

Regents in San Francisco, the Since 
Finance Committee decided to 


Governor Wilson has 
proposed a 3.2% increase in state 


raise student fees another $620 
next fall. Incoming students in 
professional schools will be 
assessed a $2,000 differential fee 
charge. This action by the Regents 
moves the University farther from 
the spirit of the Master Plan, 
furthers "privatization" and 
institutes a policy of “tuition" 
charges which contribute toward 
the cost of instruction, rather than 
"fees" which cover incidental 
expenses. The only two regents 


support of UC ($1.8 million) in his 
1994-95 budget, Donny Emerick of 
the UC Student Association asserts 
that "The UC cannot claim that 
they are raising fees this year 
because of a budgetary shortfall in 
state revenues.” 


UC Student Association Don Daves 
claims that the recent "Smith v. 
Regents" case, which halted UCSA 
lobbying on behalf of student 
interests, has also defined the 


course of action students now must 
take. Daves reports that a new 
organization for student political 
action, the UC Lobby Core, is being 
developed. The UCSA itself is 
being creatively restructured and 
efforts are underway for- more 
coalitions to be formed between UC 
employees and students. UCSA 
sees this as critically important in 
view of the fact that student fees 
are escalating and student lobbying 
is being undercut, while employees 
are being reassured that the 3.5% 
pay cut of last year will be 
restored, and are even being given 
the hope of a cost-of-living increase 
in 1994/95. 


Karen Maxson, Legislative Rep. 
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